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Abstract
Large multi-day conferences have often been criticized as ineffective ways to improve social outcomes and to
influence policy or practice. Unfortunately, many conference evaluations have also been inadequate in determining
the impact of a conference on its associated social sector, with little evidence gathered or analyzed to substantiate
or refute these criticisms. The aim of this scoping review is to investigate and report stakeholders’ objectives for
planning or participating in large multi-day conferences and how these objectives are being evaluated. We
conducted a scoping review supplemented by a small number of key informant interviews. Eight bibliographic
databases were systematically searched to identify papers describing conference objectives and/or evaluations. We
developed a conference evaluation framework based on theoretical models and empirical findings, which
structured the descriptive synthesis of the data. We identified 3,073 potential papers for review, of which 44 were
included in this study. Our evaluation framework connects five key elements in planning a conference and its
evaluation (number in brackets refers to number of themes identified): conference objectives (8), purpose of
evaluation (7), evaluation methods (5), indicators of success (9) and theories/models (8). Further analysis of
indicators of success identified three categories of indicators with differing scopes (i.e. immediate, prospective or
follow-up) as well as empirical links between the purpose of evaluations and these indicators. Conference
objectives and evaluations were largely correlated with the type of conference (i.e. academic, political/
governmental or business) but diverse overall. While much can be done to improve the quality and usefulness of
conference evaluations, there are innovative assessments that are currently being utilized by some conferences and
warrant further investigation. This review provides conference evaluators and organizers a simple resource to
improve their own assessments by highlighting and categorizing potential objectives and evaluation strategies.
Keywords: Conferences and symposia, Conference objectives, Program evaluations, Learning and behaviour
theories, Indicators of success, Evaluation methods
Report
Introduction
Billions of dollars are spent on large multi-day conferences
every year in the hope that bringing together different sta-
keholders will foster collaboration and more broadly im-
prove social outcomes [1]. Given the complexity of some of
the issues discussed at these large multi-day conferences,
many organizers have struggled to establish clear objectives
for their conferences and ultimately, how their conferences
w i l li n f l u e n c ep o l i c ya n dp r a c t i c e[ 2 , 3 ] .F u r t h e r m o r e ,m o s t
conferences lack comprehensive evaluation strategies and
as a result, their success based on pre-determined objec-
tives is rarely captured [4,5]. This has led numerous stake-
holders to question the usefulness of such large, expensive
and time-consuming conferences [3,6,7] and the quality of
the associated evaluations [8]. However, before the effect-
iveness of these large multi-day conferences can be deter-
mined, we must first establish what the objectives of large
conferences are, as defined by their stakeholders, and how
they are being evaluated.
While there is a fair amount of research on the impact
of smaller educational meetings, including a Cochrane
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controlled trials (RCTs) or non-randomized controlled
trials) that are typically employed by these types of eva-
luations may not always be feasible for large multi-day
conferences. Though RCTs may provide robust conclu-
sions regarding the effects of large conferences on social
sector outcomes, political and fiscal imperatives may
preclude randomization, as conference attendance often
requires an invitation or abstract submission as well as
adequate finances. The considerable size (sometimes
thousands of attendees) and variance in the country of
origin of participants also makes follow-up of outcomes
logistically difficult. Finally, the budget allocated to con-
ference evaluations is usually minimal, preventing the
use of relatively expensive controlled trials (as opposed
to end-of-conference surveys). Consequently, there is a
significant need for robust, published research to im-
prove the quality and effectiveness of conference evalua-
tions [10,11].
Many studies have asserted the importance of rigorous
conference evaluations, especially surrounding the inclu-
sion of participants’ objectives and perspectives in the
evaluation process [12,13], yet we found little research
on how this may be achieved in practice. A few papers
have studied the relationship between factors such as at-
tendee satisfaction and intention to return and this
paper will expand upon these studies by providing tan-
gible examples of conference evaluations that have utilized
such concepts [14,15]. The overall paucity of research on
the subject may be due to the fact that few conferences
conduct evaluations and even fewer publish their results.
The aim of this study is to explore stakeholders’ objec-
tives for planning or participating in large multi-day
conferences and how these objectives are evaluated
across various social sectors. Objectives of the study are
threefold: 1. to develop a practical framework connect-
ing key elements of large multi-day conference evalua-
tions; 2. to highlight some innovative examples of
evaluations; and 3. to provide preliminary recommenda-
tions for conference organizers in building a comprehen-
sive conference evaluation.
Methods
A scoping review of the literature and qualitative key in-
formant interviews were conducted to develop a prac-
tical framework for conference evaluations. An iterative
approach was taken when reviewing the literature and
conducting the interviews, allowing the evidence
obtained to shape further research and to develop the
evaluation framework simultaneously. Producing the
framework concurrently with data collection allowed
insight from various stakeholders to be used at all stages
of its development. Methods were carried out in accord-
ance with a study protocol completed on 25 May 2011.
Literature review
Search strategy
We systematically searched eight databases from January
2000 until May 2011 in order to provide coverage across a
range of social sectors. We defined "social sectors" specif-
ically, as a broad field of work with the mandate to im-
prove the overall wellbeing of society. Databases were
selected in consultation with a WHO librarian based on
previous cross-sectoral, social science literature reviews.
We searched CINAHL for allied health, EconLit for eco-
nomics, ERIC for education, Global Health for inter-
national public health, PAIS for public affairs/political
sciences, PsycINFO for psychology, Pubmed for biomed-
ical and life sciences, and CSA Social Services Abstracts
for social sciences. A search strategy was developed based
on keywords/MeSH terms of seminal papers of which we
were already aware. Search strategies employed in previ-
ous reviews related to themes within the scope of this
study were also consulted. Where MeSH terms could not
be used, we utilized related database specific descriptors
as well as basic keyword searches. The strategy was tested
and reviewed with a WHO librarian and edited to include
specific evaluation techniques as well as general terms
(See Additional file 1 for complete search strategy). Grey
literature was obtained through searching certain data-
bases (ERIC, Global Health and PAIS), as well as other
relevant sources provided by key informants. All citations
were exported into Reference Manager.
Selection criteria
Articles included in this scoping review needed to expli-
citly present objectives or evaluative techniques for large
multi-day conferences but this did not need to be the
focus of the paper. We defined “large multi-day confer-
ences” as a meeting lasting more than one day with at
least 100 attendees. For the purposes of this review, the
term stakeholders was adopted from knowledge transla-
tion literature and includes funders, researchers, know-
ledge brokers (i.e. conference organizers), policymakers
and citizens (i.e. civil society). We excluded professional
conferences of a single for-profit corporation, as goals of
these conferences seem to typically focus more on profit
making than knowledge exchange and sector strengthen-
ing. We also excluded online conferences and papers
that solely focused on specific conference sessions. We
acquired full text articles for papers that did not include
an abstract or that did not specifically mention length or
number of participants in the abstract, unless the cit-
ation could be excluded based on information presented
in the title or abstract.
Data extraction and synthesis
Given the broad scope of this review and limited time-
line, it was determined ex-ante that a maximum of 200
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each database would be screened. Since screening was
database specific, duplicates were only removed once
this process was complete. Ten percent of titles/
abstracts were independently screened by KR and JN
and inter-rater reliability was measured using Cohen`s
Kappa to determine if moving to one reviewer could be
justified (kappa value, κ >.80). A single investigator (JN)
conducted the data extraction, recording data on objec-
tives or evaluation methods as well as other key charac-
teristics (i.e. size, social sector) of large multi-day
conferences presented in each of the included articles.
Wherever possible, objectives or evaluations relating to a
specific stakeholder group were noted. While not explicitly
within the scope of this review, we tried to include any as-
sessment of specific evaluation techniques or innovative
evaluative methodologies to begin to gauge the quality of
large multi-day conference evaluations. We described the
data through a narrative synthesis culminating in the cre-
ation of a practical framework for conference evaluations.
Key informant interviews
Qualitative interviews with the stakeholders (as defined in
"selection criteria", above) took place throughout this pro-
ject and served to both gain insight into their objectives for,
and perspectives on, large multi-day conferences and to
supplement the findings of the literature review. A purpos-
ive sample of 12 stakeholders from differing backgrounds
was selected based on participation in one of several con-
ferences determined through discussion with colleagues.
An initial interview guide was developed and modified it-
eratively as new themes emerged from the scoping review
or preceding interviews. Detailed notes were taken and
recorded in Microsoft Word for analysis. Themes were
coded as they became apparent and reviewed upon com-
pletion of all key informant interviews to ensure that
themes were relevant.
Results
Literature review
Our searches identified 3,073 potential papers for review,
of which 1,105 papers were screened in accordance with
our predetermined cap of 200 papers per database (Glo-
bal Health, PAIS, PsycINFO and Social Services each
produced less than 200 references). Following title and
abstract review, 113 full text papers were acquired for
further screening. Two papers were excluded as they
were duplicates and 57 were excluded as they were
found, upon closer examination, not to meet inclusion
criteria. Nine papers identified for full text review could
not be retrieved and therefore, were documented for fu-
ture studies and analysis but excluded from the frame-
work (see Additional file 2). In total, 44 publications
were included in this review (Figure 1).
Conference evaluation framework
We iteratively developed a practical framework of key
elements of a conference evaluation and incorporated
our findings from the literature to provide concrete
examples of what objectives and evaluative practices
have been utilized (Figure 2). Our evaluation framework
connects five key elements in planning a conference and
its evaluation: conference objectives, purpose of evalu-
ation, evaluation methods, indicators of success and the-
ories/models. Given that some papers reported multiple
themes for certain categories, the total number of papers
in each category does not necessarily match the total
number of papers reviewed.
Differences between conference types
Variations in evaluative strategies were found based on the
type of conference being assessed, which we categorized by
Rodgers’ conference definitions: academic – formal presen-
tation of scientific research through lectures, workshops
and posters, usually organized by a specific society of an
academic field; political (i.e. governmental) – gathering of
governmental officials and/or policymakers for discussion
of issues from a political perspective; or business – private
organizations facilitating conferences of various stake-
holders to discuss a specific issue or emerging concern
[16]. Academic and business conferences shared some over-
lapping characteristics (i.e.d i s s e m i n a t i n gr e s e a r c h )b u t
business conferences tended to include a wider audience.
Out of the 44 papers included in the framework, 21 were
categorized as academic conferences, 13 as political confer-
ences and 10 as business conferences. Academic conference
evaluations, as a whole, tend to focus much more on learn-
ing and knowledge exchange, while political and business
conferences concentrate on product creation and sector
outcomes. This is particularly clear when looking at the re-
spective objectives and indicators. In terms of specific
objectives, academic conferences strongly favoured facilitat-
ing dynamic knowledge acquisition and transfer (6/21), pol-
itical conferences seemed to focus on developing guidelines
as the main objective (6/13) and business conferences had a
fairly broad spectrum of purposes.
Theories/models
The authors of two papers in this review argued that in-
cluding theoretical research into the development of a
conference evaluation is extremely beneficial, as it helps
to provide a structured framework for data collection
and analysis [4,17]. In most instances, theories were used
to validate the indicators being evaluated or to help de-
termine the purpose of the assessment and ultimately,
ensure that the results of the evaluation were useful.
Only eight studies reported using theories in the
planning of their evaluations, which are summarized
in Table 1.
Neves et al. Health Research Policy and Systems 2012, 10:26 Page 3 of 11
http://www.health-policy-systems.com/content/10/1/26Wiessner et al. [18] presented the only theory in this
review that was created specifically for conference set-
tings, which they entitled “New Learning”. The tool aims
to provide evaluative data for the conference as well as
learning opportunities through the evaluation (i.e. per-
sonal reflection) for the Academy of Human Resource
Development conferences and other similar professional
and academic conferences. Being a conference-specific
theory, the authors incorporated conference evaluation
methods based on “New Learning” principles, which
were utilized in two other papers in this review [17,24].
The evaluation simply asks “What did you learn and
how?” allowing participants to reflect on their own ex-
perience and share this with the organizers. The strength
of this tool is in its straightforward administration and
rigorous qualitative coding. The authors propose that
"New Learning" changes how evaluations (mostly in an
academic conference setting) are conducted and utilized,
stressing the importance of "how" and "why" questions,
rigorous data analysis and the dissemination of findings.
Furthermore, “New Learning” is argued to be an effective
guide when using broad qualitative strategies with the goal
of producing results encompassing all stakeholder perspec-
tives [17,18,24].
Jaffe, Knapp and Jeffe [19] utilized behavioural theories to
c r e a t ei n d i c a t o r ss p e c i f i ct ot h ep u r p o s eo ft h e i re v a l u a t i o n
at the National Paediatric Emergency Medicine Fellows'
Conference. Using the theory of planned behaviour, the
team developed an end- of-conference survey to determine
intentions to engage in seven targeted behaviours, instead
of following up with participants in the subsequent years.
Other theory-based behavioural determinants such as
knowledge, social norms and confidence were evaluated to
increase the robustness of results gained. Survey questions
were detailed and focused, but for simplicity, required only
a Likert scale (1 to 5) rating. Quantitative responses to
questions such as “How likely are you to engage in new re-
search on a topic of focus in a breakout session?” combined
with information about the participants’ understanding of
the topics covered, can provide insight into a conference’s
impact on future research. The International AIDS Confer-
ence utilizes a similar approach based in the theory of rea-
soned action; a precursor to the theory of planned
behaviour [5].
Figure 1 Literature search process flow chart.
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Expanding on the conference evaluation framework,
Figure 3 empirically describes the links made in the lit-
erature between the purpose of an evaluation and the
indicators that can be measured to help address specific
goals of the assessment. The figure also breaks down
indicators by immediate, end-of-conference indicators,
prospective indicators and follow up indicators, which
can be traced back to the purpose to help evaluators decide
when is best to administer their evaluation. Publication
rates were the most utilized indicator of success, likely be-
cause academic conferences were the most prominent type
of conference included in the review and because of the
simplicity of the evaluation. While assessing knowledge
acquisition and exchange was reported as a primary goal in
eight studies, there were no indicators that were directly
associated with this purpose; though one paper reasoned
that changes in practice post-conference may be attributed
to knowledge acquired at the conference [25].
Measurement of basic indicators can also be a
straightforward way to improve the usability of traditional
conference surveys. General conference performance
assessments, often called reaction evaluations [5] since
they mainly target undeveloped reactions to events, were
reported as the overall purpose of evaluations in 10 out
of 44 papers (23%), while four conferences failed to iden-
tify an overall purpose for evaluation. These simple eva-
luations have been criticized as "opinion-level" [18] or
Figure 2 Conference evaluation framework. A=Academic conference, P=Political (Governmental) conference, B=Business conference.
Number in brackets correspond to total articles that reported utilizing the specific objective or evaluative practice. Numbers in color correspond
to article citations. Dashes are used as placeholders when no citations are coded for a category [38-60].
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pant perspectives [8]. A few studies used basic prospective
indicators, such as intention to act or return, as simple
additions to their surveys to add additional data on pos-
sible impact of the conference. As discussed in the theor-
ies section, many behavioural theories suggest intention as
a precursor to behaviour, therefore incorporating evalu-
a t i v eq u e s t i o n sb a s e do nf u t u r ei n t e n t i o n si sl i k e l yt ob ea
good predictor of behavioural change and impact on
practice. Moreover, intention to act was the only indicator
to be utilized by all three conference types. There were no
prospective indicators for conference impact on policy
changes discovered in this review.
Evaluation methods
Figure 2 displays the most utilized methods by type, with
searches for research and policy documents being used
in 12 papers. In terms of time of evaluation, 9 out of 44
papers [5,25-32] reported utilizing follow-up surveys or
interviews to either estimate the conference’s impact on
stakeholders or gain feedback for future conference
planning. Generally, evaluation methods seemed to be
decided upon implicitly as the purpose, theories and indica-
tors were chosen, thus it fits that a few key examples of
methodologies have already been briefly presented in previ-
ous paragraphs, such as qualitative methodologies asso-
ciated with “New Learning” evaluations.
James’ evaluation of the ALL WELL conference [30],
was the only study to include a control group in the
evaluation and one of the few to directly relate a specific
impact to the conference happenings. The ALL WELL
conference, promoting coordinated school health pro-
grams, conducted a follow-up evaluation in 1992 and
1999 of attendees of at least one conference between
1988–1991 and it illustrates a detailed process for evalu-
ating sector (albeit regional) impact. Employees of 98
school districts who had participated in ALL WELL were
matched with a comparison group from 98 districts with-
out an employee in attendance. Incorporating baseline data
as well as the participant- and control-group questionnaires
from the 1992 and 1999 follow-up periods, the conference
was able to quantitatively state that there were significantly
more school wellness programs, with greater variety of ac-
tivities in school districts, where employees attended ALL
WELL. Due to the multiple follow-up evaluations, certain
indicator trends can also be measured.
A novel publication rate analysis methodology was
described in the Bank Structure Conference impact study
[33]. Many of the included studies used literature (grey
and/or peer reviewed) searches to assess the use of confer-
ence outputs in research or political agendas in their evalu-
ation methods and this particular paper provides a tool to
quantify conference impact in relation to the impact of
associated sector journals. Using formulas modeled from
journal impact factor (JIF) calculations, conference impact
factor (CIF) estimates were developed. An absolute impact
factor (i.e. total citations gained once conference papers are
published) as well as a relative impact factor (i.e. compari-
son of CIFs to JIFs of prominent sector journals) was gener-
ated for each of the calculations. Literature searches took
Table 1 Summary of theories/models used in conference evaluations
Theories Description
New Learning A theory-based tool for creating and evaluating knowledge acquisition at conferences. Weissner et al. define new
learning as "learning that provides new insight, a diverse theoretical point of view, or a unique or uncommon
conceptual framework; or points out the cumulative learning within a topic or research thread” [18].
Theory of Planned Behaviour/Theory of
Reasoned Action
Two predictive behavioural theories, which posit that if: 1. a person believes a certain action (attitude) is
positive; 2. their peers want them to perform this action (social pressures); and 3. they have the ability to
perform this action (perceived control) then they are likely to adopt the behaviour [19]. The theory of
reasoned action does not include perceived control [5].
Social Cognitive Theory Proposes that learning can be directly related to one's observations of others, with their current cognitive
processes, environment and behavioural norms acting as factors influencing overall individual development [19].
Social Capital Theory While an accepted definition is still developing, the main concept stems from the belief that social
relationships and experiences can provide positive economic and sociological outcomes for an individual
and a group [20].
Constructivism An epistemological theory that suggests humans synthesize knowledge based on the interactions of new
events with previous experiences through assimilation and accommodation [21].
Models Description
Communities of Practice "Communities of practice are groups of people who share a concern or a passion for something they do
and learn how to do it better as they interact regularly" [22]. (quoted in Reychav and Te’eni’s study [20]
included in the framework)
NGO Engagement Models Two models to describe NGOs interactions with other stakeholders and the role they play in conferences: 1.
traditional lobbying of governments extending to the international stage; and 2. civil society organizations
are acting independently of governments as stakeholders in global governance [23].
References directly obtained from papers included in the literature search.
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searches were limited to articles published within two years
of each conference. The study also revealed that most con-
ference abstracts in social sciences fields take roughly five
years to be published, which the authors argue should be
taken into consideration when analyzing publication rates.
Given the criticism of conference abstracts for poor quality
and low publication rates [34-36], this tool can provide
valuable evidence of these conferences' impact on future
research.
A specific component of conference evaluation methods
that is problematic when assessing the success or impact of
large conferences is response rate, though the papers in this
review offered little in the way of tangible suggestions for
improvement. Overall, response rates averaged between 30
and 40%, while the number of total participants varied
greatly between conferences. The authors also noted that as
evaluations became more detailed in the questions asked,
response rates diminished, though this may be due to
lengthier evaluations.
Key informant interviews
In total 10 interviews were conducted, with individuals
identified based on participation in four different confer-
ences. The majority of interviewees contacted had
attended the First Global Symposium on Health Systems
Research (Montreux 2010) but the interviews were not
conference-specific and themes emerged were based on
entire professional careers. Of the interviewees, 5 were
organizers, 4 were researchers and 1 was a funder.
Themes emerging were coded for all interviews to deter-
mine overall findings although comparisons between
groups were limited to organizers and researchers. Inter-
views provided insight into specific experiences at con-
ferences and how stakeholders viewed evaluations in
comparison to the literature.
Figure 3 Indicators described in relation to purpose and time of evaluation. Arrowed lines display connections utilized by evaluations
included in the review. Thicker lines correspond to a greater number of articles.
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The major objectives from participants of large multi-
day conferences are the dissemination of research, net-
working/professional development and increasing visibil-
ity of a specific field of work. The objectives were
consistent in a large portion of the interviews though
there were slight differences in primary versus secondary
objectives. Organizers seemed to focus largely on dis-
semination of conference outputs and building aware-
ness and understanding as primary objectives, which line
up directly with findings from the literature. Networking
and professional development were often discussed in
the interviews but usually as an important part of any
conference and not necessarily as explicit objectives
from their viewpoint. Researchers tended to focus on
learning objectives, such as capacity building through
workshops or seminars, consistent with objectives of
academic conferences, and all four researchers placed a
strong emphasis on the importance of conferences as an
arena for young researchers to develop and network.
One funder discussed dissemination of research as a
clear goal but focused on small group interactions and
networking specifically by holding small group meetings
as satellites to the conference.
Stakeholder perspectives on current evaluations
There was a dichotomy between evaluations presented
in the literature and stakeholders experiences with con-
ference evaluations. Only one of the interviewees (an or-
ganizer) was explicitly aware of an evaluation that
directly influenced future conference development and
none of the stakeholders had ever reported participating
in any type of assessment beyond a standard reaction
evaluation at the end of the conference. Furthermore,
four of the interviewees had rarely or never filled out an
evaluation at a conference but all were familiar with
basic end-of-conference surveys.
A few key findings emerged from the majority of inter-
views, both in terms of the importance stakeholders
placed on certain issues and how many participants in-
dependently agreed. For example, eight stakeholders
referenced the importance of attendance tracking as an
indicator of success. Some were specifically interested in
attendance trends, including significant fluctuations, and
a few mentioned analyzing participants' intention to re-
turn. There was also substantial emphasis placed on
establishing diversity in a conference setting, specifically
increasing the prevalence of low- and middle-income
country attendees and working towards balancing the
power of typically dominant groups. It is also extremely
important to have “the right people attending”, as one
interviewee cited the need for a mix of different levels of
politicians at a conference to truly influence policy
changes, for example. The interviewee provided the
example that ministers need to be involved but are often
too busy to participate directly in their country’s pro-
gram development and implementation, so other policy-
makers and grassroots decision-makers should also
participate in the conference, as they will be the ones ac-
tually implementing policies. Almost unanimously, sta-
keholders wanted to be more involved in conference
planning processes to ensure that stakeholder objectives
are being considered. A few such participants voiced
their concern with the lack of formal conference evalua-
tions or uncertainty as to whether current evaluations
are truly being used to guide future conferences.
There was a general consensus that post-conference
interviews would be the most beneficial addition to
current evaluative techniques, reasoning that the impact
of a conference can be established more effectively and
that it allows participants to reflect in hindsight on the
successes and weaknesses of the conference. One partici-
pant provided the example of always asking himself,
“What did I do with all those business cards?” and a fol-
low up evaluation would allow him to provide his feed-
back. A tangible example proposed by a majority of
stakeholders was the implementation of follow-up tele-
phone interviews into evaluation strategies. It was pro-
posed that the specific time can be variable but should
allow enough time for participants to have incorporated
aspects of the conference into their work (approximately
a year) and should take place during the planning of fu-
ture conferences so that feedback can be utilized directly
in this process.
What was not agreed upon was whether paper or elec-
tronic surveys were more effective as the main source of
data collection. Supporters of paper submissions reported
higher response rates, while proponents of electronic sur-
veys felt that they provide the opportunity to tailor evalua-
tions to different stakeholders. One organizer provided the
specific example of using electronic surveys to provide se-
parate surveys to specific target groups including funders
and presenters. This was a strategy that many interviewees
agreed was very beneficial, which was not represented in
the overall conference literature.
There was little insight on specific indicators that
could be used to demonstrate conference success, with
all but two informants expressing concern with trying to
predict the distal impact of a conference, given the myr-
iad of possible other influences and barriers to confer-
ence impact. This being said, when asked to describe
what makes a conference successful overall, achieving
pre-determined conference goals and building momen-
tum for the field were clear themes that emerged.
Discussion
This scoping review provides a comprehensive frame-
work of conference objectives and evaluations based on
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informant interviews to gain stakeholders’ perspectives.
Our conference evaluation framework connects five key
elements in planning a conference assessment and iden-
tifies eight conference objectives, seven purposes of
evaluation, five evaluation methods, nine indicators of
success and eight theories/models described in the lit-
erature. Citations to corresponding papers in each cat-
egory, separated by the type of conference evaluated, are
also included in the framework (Figure 2). Figure 3 aug-
ments the framework by describing the scope of indica-
tors of success (i.e. immediate, prospective or follow up)
reported in this review and presenting empirical links
between purposes of evaluations and these indicators.
Key informants and the literature primarily recognized the
importance of follow up components to an evaluation and
prospective indicators as techniques to improve the utility
of the assessment, respectively. Unfortunately, limited infor-
mation was found about improving response rates for con-
ference evaluations, however, there are multiple reviews
surrounding this topic more generally [23].
Several strengths and weaknesses in this study should
be considered. First, a study protocol was developed pre-
ceding the collection of data to provide a methodological
framework and it was reviewed by all authors to ensure a
high level of scientific rigor in the study. Second, the in-
clusion of multiple social databases in our search strategy
also significantly adds to the strength and scope of this
research, as findings of this review can be inform further
investigation across a variety of social sectors. As an ex-
ample of the potential for cross-sector learning, “New
Learning” was developed uniquely for conference con-
texts and can arguably be applied to any sector. Third,
through key informant interviews, we were able to gain
insight into many unpublished conference evaluations
and compare the theoretical strategies or evaluation “suc-
cess stories” in the literature to what stakeholders want
from conference assessments. One of the limitations of
the study is the overrepresentation of organizers and
researchers in the key informant interviews. This bias
limited the comparisons between stakeholders and left
out perspectives from key groups such as civil society,
which is a group that some organizations have struggled
to integrate into the current global governance structure.
The interviewees largely came from academic back-
grounds. Second, due to time constraints and limited
resources for acquiring non-English texts, nine papers
could not be retrieved for full text analysis, therefore po-
tentially relevant information may have not be included
in this study. These studies have been identified and cited
for future research.
To our knowledge, this review is the first study to sys-
tematically analyze conference objectives and evaluation
strategies across social sectors and map current practices.
Previous studies, including a Cochrane review on the im-
pact of workshops and seminars, aimed to determine the
effectiveness of conferences but failed to address how
current conference evaluation methodologies can be
improved tangibly. Moreover, the Cochrane study largely
reviewed randomized control trials focusing on continuing
education conferences and healthcare outcomes whereas
this study analyzed qualitative conference assessments not
limited by the focus of the conference or specific outcomes.
Our framework can be used primarily as a simple tool
to guide conference evaluators in selecting their objec-
tives, methods, theoretical base etc. Secondly, it can be
used to quickly identify seminal papers that may relate
to any predetermined evaluation strategies that organi-
zers or evaluators may have. It is also our hope that
through this review, novel theories, study designs and
methods can garner increased attention in the literature
as well as in practice at conferences. For example, Ajzen,
the architect of the theory of planned behaviour, has
developed a tool to aid evaluators in creating question-
naires surrounding behavioural outcomes [37] but has
been rarely utilized in the conference setting.
Future research is recommended concerning the evalu-
ation of the utility of this framework. Research should as-
sess the success of the evaluation strategies presented in
this framework, in order to begin to provide concrete infor-
mation on best practices. To facilitate the further analysis
of the relationships between different stakeholder objectives
and overall conference goals, more key informant inter-
views are needed with a wider variety of respondents, espe-
cially representatives of civil society. Finally, with this
review being a logical first step, there must be an increase
in motivation by conference planners to produce rigorous
evaluations and by evaluation methodology researchers to
provide tangible, accessible examples for organizers.
Conclusions
Conference participants and evaluation researchers have
criticized the lack of rigor and development in conference
assessment methodologies. We hypothesized that providing
a framework for organizers to efficiently acquire seminal
papers related to their conference could help improve the
quality of conference evaluations. This scoping review, the
first of its kind, provides a valuable first step in translating
research on assessments of large multi-day conferences into
practice by identifying and mapping current conference
objectives and evaluation strategies. Seminal examples were
highlighted in the review but warrant further analysis.
Additional files
Additional file 1: Search strategy.
Additional file 2: Papers identified for inclusion but could not be
obtained/translated.
Neves et al. Health Research Policy and Systems 2012, 10:26 Page 9 of 11
http://www.health-policy-systems.com/content/10/1/26Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Authors’ contributions
JN and KR developed the initial purpose and design for the study. JN
conducted the literature searches, screened possible papers for inclusion,
extracted and synthesized data from included studies and wrote the
manuscript (including figures and tables). KR screened 200 papers for
inclusion to check inter-rater reliability and revised the manuscript drafts. JNL
contributed to the development of the study’s methods and figures
presented in the paper as well as revision of the overall manuscript. All
authors read and approved the final manuscript.
Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank Tomas Allen for his guidance and support in
developing the search strategy for this review. We also thank the Alliance for
Health Policy and Systems Research for financing the publication fees.
Author details
1McMaster Health Forum, Hamilton, Canada.
2Bachelor of Health Sciences
(Honours) Program, McMaster University, Hamilton, Canada.
3Centre for
Health Economics and Policy Analysis, Hamilton, Canada.
4Department of
Clinical Epidemiology and Biostatistics, McMaster University, Hamilton,
Canada.
5Department of Political Science, McMaster University, Hamilton,
Canada.
6Department of Global Health and Population, Harvard School of
Public Health, Boston, USA.
7Alliance for Health Policy and Systems Research,
World Health Organization, Geneva, Switzerland.
Received: 24 February 2012 Accepted: 3 July 2012
Published: 2 August 2012
References
1. Rog S, Wolffe S: Economic Impact Study. Washington D.C, United States:
Convention Liason Council; 1994.
2. Mathieson D: The London Summit: Milestone or stumbling block? Madrid,
Spain: Real Instituto Elcano; 2009.
3. Tepper SJ, Hinton S: The Measure of Meetings: Forums, Deliberation, and
Cultural Policy. Princeton; United States: Princeton University; 2003.
4. Karosas L, Riklikiene O, Suprikiene R: Evaluating international clinical
education encounters in Lithuania. J Contin Educ Nurs 2008, 39:274–80.
5. Lalonde B, Wolvaart J, Webb E, Tournas-Hardt A: A process and outcomes
evaluation of the International AIDS Conference: Who attends?
Who benefits most? Medscape Gen Med 2007, 9:6–22.
6. Saltiel M: G20: Less than meets the eye. London, United Kingdom: Adam
Smith Institute; 2009.
7. De Vries B, Pieters J: Knowledge sharing at conferences. Educ Res Eval
2007, 13:237–247.
8. Severt D, Wang Y, Chen PJ, Breiter D: Examining the motivation, perceived
performance, and behavioral intentions of convention attendees:
Evidence from a regional conference. Tour Manag 2007, 28:399–408.
9. Forsetlund L, Bjømdal A, Rashidian A, Jamtvedt G, O'Brien M, Wolf F, Davis
D, Odgaard-Jensen J, Oxman A: Continuing education meetings and
workshops: effects on professional practice and health care outcomes.
Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2009.
10. Dryzek JS, Tucker A: Deliberative innovation to different effect: Consensus
conferences in Denmark, France, and the United States. Public Adm Rev
2008, 68:864–876.
11. Roseman M, Reichenbach L: International Conference on Population and
Development at 15 years: achieving sexual and reproductive health and
rights for all? Am J Public Health 2010, 100:403–406.
12. Lee JL, Back KJ: A review of convention and meeting management
research. J Conv Event Tour 2005, 7:1–19.
13. Malekmohammadi A, Mohamed B, Ekiz HE: An analysis of conference
attendee motivations: Case of international conference attendees in
Singapore. J Travel Tour 2011, 11:50–64.
14. Mittal V, Kumar P, Tsiros M: Attribute-level performance, satisfaction, and
behavioral intentions over time; A consumption-system approach. J Mark
1999, 41:77–79.
15. Yoo J, Webber K: Progress in convention tourism research. J Hosp Tour Res
2005, 29:194–222.
16. Rodgers T: Conferences and Conventions: A Global Industry. Oxford, United
Kingdom: Butterworth-Heinemann; 2003.
17. Haley KJ, Wiessner CA, Robinson EE: Encountering new information and
perspectives: Constructing knowledge in conference contexts.
J Contin High Educ 2009, 57:72–82.
18. Wiessner CA, Hatcher T, Chapman D, Storberg-Walker J: Creating new
learning at professional conferences: An innovative approach to
conference learning, knowledge construction and programme
evaluation. Hum Resour Dev Int 2008, 11:367–383.
19. Jaffe DM, Knapp JF, Jeffe DB: Final evaluation of the 2005 to 2007
National Pediatric Emergency Medicine Fellows' Conferences.
Pediatr Emerg Care 2009, 25:295–300.
20. Pianta M: UN world summits and civil society: The state of the art. Geneva,
Switzerland: United Nations Research Institute for Social Development; 2005.
21. Portnoy B, Miller J, Brown-Huamani K, Devoto E: Impact of the National
Institutes of Health Consensus Development Program on stimulating
National Institutes of Health-funded research, 1998 to 2001.
Int J Technol Assess Health Care 2007, 23:343–348.
22. Wenger E, McDermott R, Snyder W: Cultivating Communities of Practice.
Boston, United States: Harvard Business Press; 2002.
23. Lund E, Gram IT: Response rate according to title and length of
questionnaire. Scand J Soc Med 1998, 26:154–160.
24. Storberg-Walker J, Wiessner CA, Chapman D: How the AHRD 2005
conference created new learning: Preliminary results of a case study.
Hum Resour Dev Q 2005, 16:547–555.
25. Curwick CC, Reeb-Whitaker CK, Connon CL: Reaching managers at an
industry association conference: Evaluation of ergonomics training.
Am Assoc Occup Health Nurs J 2003, 51:464–469.
26. Buyum A, Dubruiel N, Torghele K, Alperin M, Miner KR: Can summits lead
to curricula change? An evaluation of emergency preparedness summits
for schools of nursing in Georgia. J Contin Educ Nurs 2009, 40:210–215.
27. Driever MJ, Perfiljeva G, Callister LC, McGivern S: Creating a context for
professional dialogue between United States and Russian nurses: Design
of an international conference. J Contin Educ Nurs 2005, 36:168–174.
28. Farnum K, McCarthy ML, Beauchesne MA, Lawrence PR: The Primary Care
for the Underserved Conference as a building block to social capital:
Impact on practice, research, and education. J Cult Divers 2005,
12:126–135.
29. Foster J, Guisinger V, Graham A, Hutchcraft L, Salmon M: Global
Government Health Partners' Forum 2006: Eighteen months later.
Int Nurs Rev 2010, 57:173–179.
30. James G: A seven-year follow-up comparing attendees and
nonattendees at a statewide, school employee wellness conference.
J Sch Heal 2001, 71:127–131.
31. Scott EJC: Evaluation of the impact of the recommendations of the
Conference for the Development of Nursing Research held in
Salamanca. J Res Nurs 2005, 10:693–694.
32. Travers R, Wilson M, McKay C, O'Campo P, Meagher A, Hwang SW, Parris UJ,
Cowan L: Increasing accessibility for community participants at academic
conferences. Prog Community Health Partnerships 2008, 2:257–264.
33. Evanoff DD, Bartholomew PF, DeYoung R, Lucaci C, Phillips RJ: Bank
Structure Conference impact study. J Financ Serv Res 2008, 34:99–121.
34. Kwong Y, Kwong FN, Patel J: Publication rate of trauma abstracts
presented at an International Orthopaedic conference. Injury 2007,
38:745–749.
35. Bergqvist D: The annual meeting of the European Society for Vascular
Surgery – the scientific contents over the years. Eur J Vasc Endovasc Surg
2008, 36:114–117.
36. Kho ME, Brouwers MC: Conference abstracts of a new oncology drug do
not always lead to full publication: Proceed with caution. J Clin Epidemiol
2009, 62:752–758.
37. Ajzen I: Theory of Planned Behaviour. Amherst, United States: University of
Massachusetts; 2011. http://people.umass.edu/aizen/tpb.html.
38. Abbott C, Carin B, Innis L: Breaking Global Deadlocks II. Waterloo, Canada:
Centre for International Governance Innovation; 2009.
39. Aitken C: Paediatric emergency care: The assessment of an education
program on the level of knowledge and confidence of nurses within a
mixed emergency department. Australas Emerg Nurs J 2007, 10:224.
40. Alefsen H, Raue J: Women's rights are human rights: The UN Women's
Rights Convention at 30. Vereinte Nationen 2009, 57:217–222.
Neves et al. Health Research Policy and Systems 2012, 10:26 Page 10 of 11
http://www.health-policy-systems.com/content/10/1/2641. Amadio M: Inclusive education in Latin America and the Caribbean:
Exploratory analysis of the national reports presented at the 2008
International Conference on Education. Humanities, Social Sciences and
Law 2009, 39:293–305.
42. Benchmark Environmental Consulting: Democratic global civil governance
report of the 1995 benchmark survey of NGOs. Oslo, Norway: Benchmark
Environmental Consulting; 1996.
43. Ber R, Grunfeld GB, Alroy G: A multidisciplinary forum for ethics in
medicine: Our seven years experience. Isr Med Assoc J 2000, 2:954–956.
44. Calder Bateman Communications: Setting the Direction for Special Education
in Alberta. Minister's Forum: What We Heard. Edmonton, Canada: Calder
Bateman Communications; 2009.
45. Davison CM: Benchmarks for social justice: Assessing the fairness of
academic conference participation. Promot Educ 2005, 12:71–76.
46. Doek JE: The CRC 20 Years: An overview of some of the major
achievements and remaining challenges. Child Abuse Negl Int J 2009,
33:771–782.
47. Kangas BD, Vaidya M: Trends in presentations at the Annual Conference
of the Association for Behavior Analysis. Behav Anal 2007, 30:117–131.
48. Miguel-Dasit A, Marti-Bonmati L, Sanfeliu-Montoro A, Aleixandre R,
Valderrama JC: Scientific papers presented at the European Congress of
Radiology: A two-year comparison. Eur Radiol 2007, 17:1372–1376.
49. Mockli D: After Annapolis: A Fragile Peace Process in the Middle East.
Cent Secur Stud Confl Res 2007, 2:1–3.
50. Muller B, Robinson D: Assessments of Bali. Oxf Energy Forum 2008, 1:16–22.
51. Oliveira LR, Figueiredo AA, Choi M, Ferrarez CE, Bastos AN, Netto JM: The
publication rate of abstracts presented at the 2003 urological Brazilian
meeting. Clinics 2009, 64:345–349.
52. Reychav I, Te'eni D: Knowledge exchange in the shrines of knowledge:
The ''How's'' and ''Where's'' of knowledge sharing processes.
Comput Educ 2009, 53:1266–1277.
53. Roch MC, Wilkening KE, Hart P: Global to local: International conferences
and environmental education in The People's Republic of China.
Int Res Geogr Environ Educ 2007, 16:44–57.
54. Saha A, Poddar E, Mankad M: Effectiveness of different methods of health
education: A comparative assessment in a scientific conference.
BMC Publ Health 2005, 5:88.
55. Saito Y, Yajima S, Kaplan M, Kusano A: Networking and collaboration
outcomes at Japan's First National Intergenerational Conference.
J Intergen Relat 2009, 7:111–117.
56. Secil M, Ucar G, Dicle O: Scientific papers presented at the 2000–2001
European Society of Gastrointestinal and Abdominal Radiology (ESGAR)
meetings: Publication rates during the period 2000–2004. Eur Radiol
2007, 17:2183–2188.
57. Vogt J, Gasche V, Muris J, Leonhardt J, Mitchell JT: A report on the
evaluation of the first European Conference on Critical Incident Stress
Management organized by the European Office of the International
Critical Incident Stress Foundation. Int J Emerg Ment Health 2009,
11:111–120.
58. Walstad WB, Watts M: Closing an International Economic Education
Conference in OZ. J Econ Educ 2005, 36:306–308.
59. Weale AR, Edwards AG, Lear PA, Morgan JD: From meeting presentation to
peer-review publication – A UK review. Ann R Coll Surg Engl 2006,
88:52–56.
60. Whitehouse MR, Atwal NS, Blom AW: Publication rates for hip surgery-
related abstracts presented at national and international meetings.
Orthopedics 2009, 32:407.
doi:10.1186/1478-4505-10-26
Cite this article as: Neves et al.: A scoping review about conference
objectives and evaluative practices: how do we get more out of them?
Health Research Policy and Systems 2012 10:26.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 
• Convenient online submission
• Thorough peer review
• No space constraints or color ﬁgure charges
• Immediate publication on acceptance
• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar
• Research which is freely available for redistribution
Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit
Neves et al. Health Research Policy and Systems 2012, 10:26 Page 11 of 11
http://www.health-policy-systems.com/content/10/1/26